




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA BEFORE 
THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION FOUR 
 
 
In the matter of 
 
United Government Security Officers 
of America International and its Local 
129, 
 
and Case No. 04-CB-192246 
  
Joseph Anthony Farrell, an individual 
 
 

RESPONDENTS’ MOTION TO FILE LATE THEIR ANSWER TO THE 
AMENDED COMPLAINT 

 
Now come United Government Security Officers Of America International 

(Union) and its Local 129 (Local) (collectively referred to herein as Respondent 

Unions), and move pursuant to NLRB Rules and Regulations at 29 C.F.R. 

§102.2(d) for permission to file late their Answer to the Amended Complaint, a 

copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof.  The grounds for this 

motion are that although the Answer to the Complaint was timely filed, an 

Answer to the Amendment to the Complaint was not filed because the 

Respondents were in the process of changing counsel to represent it in all 

pending cases when the Amendment issued.  Former counsel did not timely file 

an answer and did not notify either the Respondents or successor counsel of 

the issuance of the Amendment.  For the reasons set forth in detail in the 

Affidavit of Alan J. McDonald, filed herewith, the Respondents believe that 

granting of this Motion will not prejudice the General Counsel’s ability to 



 2 

prosecute this case, and will otherwise be in the best interests of a just 

disposition of the merits of the case. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

On behalf of the United Government 
Security Officers of America International 
and its Local 129, 

 
By its attorneys, 

 
 

/s/Alan J. McDonald   
Alan J. McDonald 
McDonald Lamond Canzoneri 
352 Turnpike Road, Suite 310 
Southborough, MA 01772-1756 
508-485-6600 
amcdonald@masslaborlawyers.com 

 
Date:  January 16, 2018 

 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I, Alan J. McDonald, hereby certify that I have on this day served a copy 
of the foregoing Respondents’ Motion To File Late Their Answer To The 
Amended Complaint and Affidavit of Attorney Alan J. McDonald upon Patricia 
Tisdale, Esq., [Patrice.Tisdale@nlrb.gov] Field Attorney, NLRB Region 4, 615 
Chestnut Street, Philadelphia, PA, 19106, and upon Joseph Farrell 
[daytonajoefarrell@gmail.com] by email. 
 
 
Dated:  January 16, 2018   /s/Alan J. McDonald   

Alan J. McDonald 
 































UNITED STATES OF AMERICA BEFORE 
THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION FOUR 
 
 
In the matter of 
 
United Government Security Officers 
of America International and its Local 
129, 
 
and Case No. 04-CB-192246 
    
Joseph Anthony Farrell, an individual 
 
 

RESPONDENTS’ PROPOSED ANSWER TO THE AMENDED COMPLAINT 
 

Now comes the Respondents United Government Security Officers Of 

America International Union and its Local 29 and answer the Amendment to 

Complaint of the General Counsel in this matter as follows: 

1. The Respondents incorporate herein the Answer to the Complaint in this 

matter in full. 

2. The Respondent’s answer paragraph 6 of the Amendment to the 

Complaint as follows: 

6(a). The Respondents agree that they conducted a vote among union 

members to determine whether the terms of an existing collective 

bargaining agreement should be altered to permit reinstatement of the 

Charging Party’s original hiring as his seniority date under said collective 

bargaining agreement. 

6(b). The Respondents agree that the reinstatement of the Charging 

Party’s prior seniority date would have placed him ahead of many, but 

not necessarily all, of the union members voting on the issue presented 
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as described in paragraph 6(a) above for purposes of bargaining unit 

seniority.  Such reinstatement had the potential to adversely affect one or 

more of those affected by it for purposes of bargaining unit seniority, but 

would not have adversely affected any of them for purposes of benefit 

seniority. 

6(c). The Respondents agree that they have not filed a grievance over 

the failure of the Employer to reinstate the Charging Party’s bargaining 

unit seniority to his original date of hire upon his return to work 

following his departure from work.  The Respondents do not agree that 

the Charging Party was on a medical leave while out of work.  Rather, 

they believe that for part of the time he was out of work he was on a 

workers’ compensation leave, and that at some point during that leave, 

his employment status was terminated within the bargaining unit.   

6(d). Denied 

6(e). Denied 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

On behalf of the United Government 
Security Officers of America International 
and its Local 129, 

 
By its attorneys, 

 
/s/Alan J. McDonald   
Alan J. McDonald 
McDonald Lamond Canzoneri 
352 Turnpike Road, Suite 310 
Southborough, MA 01772-1756 
508-485-6600 
amcdonald@masslaborlawyers.com 

Date:  January 16, 2018 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 I, Alan J. McDonald, hereby certify that I have on this day served a copy 
of the foregoing Respondents’ Proposed Answer To The Amended Complaint 
upon Patricia Tisdale, Esq., [Patrice.Tisdale@nlrb.gov] Field Attorney, NLRB 
Region 4, 615 Chestnut Street, Philadelphia, PA, 19106, and upon Joseph 
Farrell [daytonajoefarrell@gmail.com] by email. 
 
 
Dated:  January 16, 2018   /s/Alan J. McDonald   

Alan J. McDonald 
 


